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LIST OF ABBREVIATIONS & ACRONYMS 
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EES Easement & Equitable Servitudes 
EPA   United States Environmental Protection Agency 
ESD  Explanation of Significant Differences 
f/cc  Fibers per cubic centimeter 
FYR  Five-Year Review 
GSA  General Services Administration 
IC  Institutional Control 
MAO Mutual Agreement and Order  
MBK Melvin Bercot Kenneth Partnership 
mg/kg   milligrams per kilogram 
MRB Marine Recuperation Barracks 
NCP   National Contingency Plan 
NPL   National Priorities List 
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O&M   Operation and Maintenance 
OTI Oregon Technical Institute 
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RI/FS  Remedial Investigation/Feasibility Study 
ROD  Record of Decision 
UU/UE  Unlimited Use/Unrestricted Exposure 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
 
The purpose of a five-year review (FYR) is to evaluate the implementation and performance of a remedy to 
determine if the remedy is and will continue to be protective of human health and the environment. The methods, 
findings and conclusions of reviews are documented in FYR reports such as this one. In addition, FYR reports 
identify issues found during the review, if any, and document recommendations to address them. 
 
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) is preparing this FYR pursuant to the Comprehensive 
Environmental Response, Compensation, and Liability Act (CERCLA) Section 121, consistent with the National 
Contingency Plan (NCP) (40 Code of Federal Regulations (CFR) Section 300.430(f)(4)(ii)) and considering EPA 
policy.  
 
This is the first FYR for the North Ridge Estates Superfund Site (the Site). The triggering action for this statutory 
review is the on-site construction start date of the operable unit 1 (OU1) remedial action. The FYR has been 
prepared because hazardous substances, pollutants or contaminants remain at the Site above levels that allow for 
unlimited use and unrestricted exposure (UU/UE).  
 
The Site is divided into two OUs: 
 

• OU1 encompasses the footprint of the former Marine Recuperation Barracks (the former barracks) and 
includes all areas where asbestos-containing material (ACM) or asbestos were observed or detected 
except for the former firing range.  

• OU2 includes the former firing range area. 
 
This FYR addresses OU1. The FYR does not address OU2. OU2 is currently undergoing remedial investigation 
and does not yet have a selected remedy. 
 
The Northridge Estate Superfund Site Five-Year Review was led by EPA remedial project manager Robert Tan. 
Participants included Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (ODEQ) Operation & Maintenance (O&M) 
Site Manager Katie Daugherty and Ryan Burdge from EPA support contractor Skeo. The review began on 
8/7/2020.  
 
Please refer to Appendix A for a list of site references. 
 
 
Site Background  
 
The Site is about 3 miles north of the city of Klamath Falls, in Klamath County, Oregon (Figure 1). During World 
War II, the U.S. Department of Defense established a military barracks outside of Klamath Falls to treat Marines 
suffering from tropical diseases. The Site was acquired by the State of Oregon on October 28, 1947, to be used by 
the Oregon Technical Institute as a vocational college. The majority of the buildings were demolished s in 1979. 
In 1993 construction began for a residential subdivision, North Ridge Estates.  
 
The Site includes areas contaminated with asbestos as a result of improper demolition of about 80 military 
facilities built in the 1940s. These areas have been delineated as OU1 (the former barracks location, which covers 
about 125 acres) and OU2 (the Kingsley Firing Range, which includes about 46 acres). OU1 encompasses the 
footprint of the former barracks and a non-contiguous section south and southeast of the main barracks location. 
These locations include all areas where ACM or asbestos were observed or detected with the exception of the 
former firing range.   
 
The current OU1 residential land use is expected to remain unchanged. OU1 is largely comprised of privately-
owned parcels. Klamath County owns the two on-site repositories which include the common area (Memorial 
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II. RESPONSE ACTION SUMMARY 
 
Basis for Taking Action 
 
The primary contaminant of concern at OU1 is asbestos. 
 
EPA completed a baseline risk assessment in 2008 which determined that ACM and asbestos in the soil were 
likely to pose unacceptable risks to human health under current and potential future land use scenarios. EPA 
anticipated an increased risk from asbestos due to the continuing exposure of ACM from the subsurface to surface 
soil and continuing breakdown of ACM at the surface, yielding free asbestos fibers in soil. Soil disturbance 
activities could lead to inhalation by site residents and others.  
 
During the OU1 Remedial Investigation, arsenic was also detected in soils at concentrations that could pose an 
exposure risk to human receptors. Soil arsenic contamination above the background level was limited to the 
former power plant (labeled as Parcel A on Figure 3) and was co-located with ACM. In the 2011 ROD, EPA 
determined that excess lifetime cancer risks to residents from arsenic were within EPA’s acceptable cancer risk 
range of 1 x 10-6 to 1 x 10-4, but noted that they exceeded ODEQ’s cancer risk threshold of 1 x 10-6.  
 
Response Actions 
 
Pre-Record of Decision (ROD) Responses 
ODEQ responded to a complaint of accumulated asbestos debris at the Site in 1978. ODEQ observed a bulldozer 
driving over about 5 acres of demolition debris, described as “white, fluffy” insulation materials being blown by 
strong winds. ODEQ directed the collection and onsite burial of some asbestos demolition material.  
 
In September 1979, EPA issued a compliance order to Melvin Bercot Kenneth Partnership (MBK) regarding 
hazardous air pollutants. The compliance order stated that MBK demolished structures containing asbestos and 
worked in an area with asbestos debris, causing the release of asbestos. The asbestos release resulted from MBK 
not removing ACM from buildings before demolition, as required by state and federal air quality regulations. 
MBK also failed to contain this ACM according to regulatory disposal practices.  
 
In July 2001, ODEQ received a complaint about exposed asbestos pipe insulation. ODEQ visited the Site and 
observed two large piles of pipe that contained insulation. ODEQ also observed and collected samples of white to 
pale brown-colored, “platy-looking” rock fragments (presumably cement asbestos board, which is manufactured 
in thin layers) on the property and surrounding properties. An abatement contractor removed 180 feet of piping in 
August 2001. ODEQ issued a notice of noncompliance to MBK in September 2001 for asbestos regulations 
violations.  
 
In June 2002, MBK entered into a Mutual Agreement and Order (MAO) with ODEQ (Order No. AQ/AB-ER01-
250A). The MAO required a survey of all properties currently or previously owned by MBK for ACM and the 
removal of openly-accumulated ACM. The MAO also required MBK to remove buried ACM or place a deed 
restriction on properties known to have buried ACM pursuant to the 1979 EPA compliance order. In 2002, an 
MBK contractor collected about 50 tons of ACM from OU1 and disposed of it off site. 
 
In March 2003, ODEQ and the Oregon Department of Health Services determined that the friable asbestos not 
removed in 2002 still posed a significant public health hazard. ODEQ began negotiations with MBK to prepare a 
remedial investigation and feasibility study (RI/FS), but MBK and ODEQ could not agree on the scope of the 
RI/FS. ODEQ requested a referral to EPA in April 2003 for emergency removal and assessment. In May 2003, 
MBK entered into an Administrative Order on Consent (AOC) with EPA. Consistent with the AOC, MBK 
conducted a time-critical removal action and streamlined risk assessment, and reimbursed EPA’s costs to that 
point. 
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From August 2003 to August 2004, EPA sampled soil, indoor air, indoor dust, outdoor ambient air and outdoor 
air during soil-disturbing activity. Based on this sampling, EPA estimated that residents and others at the Site 
were at risk from asbestos-contaminated soil. EPA conducted emergency removals between 2003 and 2005 to 
reduce the volume of friable asbestos that had reached the surface due to frost heave and erosion. 
 
In December 2004, EPA began negotiations with MBK for an AOC for an RI/FS. EPA issued a new unilateral 
order in March 2005. The May 2003 AOC was not terminated, and therefore MBK remained responsible for 
obligations of the May 2003 AOC in addition to being responsible for the obligations of the March 2005 
unilateral order.  
 
The unilateral order became effective in April 2005. The order directed MBK to conduct RI/FS activities at the 
Site under EPA oversight. Subsequent legal settlements (a Consent Decree and a Global Settlement Agreement) 
relieved MBK of the RI/FS obligations and other remedial actions in exchange for payment of certain costs, and 
EPA became the lead agency for the remaining work at the Site. The Consent Decree included multiple parties: 
MBK, and associated individuals; 18 homeowners in the NRE residential development; and multiple federal 
entities (the U.S. Department of Defense, the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, the U.S 
Department of Education, the General Services Administration, the U.S. Department of Justice, and EPA). The 
Global Settlement Agreement included multiple parties: MBK, and associated individuals; 18 homeowners; and 
multiple insurance companies. 
 
The Consent Decree and the Global Settlement Agreement facilitated EPA’s voluntary relocation of North Ridge 
Estates residents. Of 27 households deemed eligible, 15 opted to be relocated between June 10 and September 10, 
2005. Ownership of the vacated properties was transferred to a receivership, pursuant to the Consent Decree, to 
manage the properties throughout the remedial action and then sell the properties.  
 
In June and July 2005, EPA conducted an additional removal assessment at the Site. During this assessment, 
workers encountered significant quantities of ACM that had surfaced. Following the assessment, workers 
conducted abatement on three residential properties. 
 
EPA conducted several more emergency removals between 2005 and 2009. The removals consolidated large 
volumes of ACM and associated contaminated soils into two on-site repositories and reduced the amount of 
friable ACM at the surface, but new ACM surfaced each year from frost heave and erosion. The removals could 
not permanently eliminate unacceptable risks at affected properties. 
 
EPA listed the Site on the Superfund program’s National Priorities List (NPL) on September 16, 2011.  
 
CERCLA Response 
EPA selected an excavation and containment remedy for OU1 in a 2011 OU1 ROD. The selected remedy 
provides protection of human health and the environment by eliminating exposure to ACM and asbestos-
contaminated soils across OU1, and arsenic in soils at the former power plant area of OU1. Remedial action 
objectives (RAOs) for OU1 are: 
 

1. Prevent inhalation exposures by humans to asbestos fibers in soil above levels that pose an 
unacceptable risk for residential use. 

2. Prevent the migration of asbestos contamination by natural and man-made transport mechanisms 
from source locations to unimpacted locations and media. 

3. Prevent the potential for human inhalation and incidental ingestion exposure to soil in the vicinity of 
the former power plant contaminated with arsenic concentrations above levels that pose an 
unacceptable risk to human health. 

4. Indoor air contingency: Under current conditions, risks to residents from indoor air are estimated to 
be 7 x 10-7 (below EPA’s risk range of 1 x 10-6 to 1 x 10-4 and ODEQ’s risk level of 1 x 10-6). 
Therefore, no remedial action is necessary inside homes at this time. After the excavation and capping 
components of the selected remedy have been performed, indoor air and dust will be sampled for 
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asbestos in each OU1 residence. If the risk level inside one or more residences exceeds 1 x 10-4, a 
contingency for indoor cleaning of the affected residence(s) will be invoked. If EPA determines the 
contingent action is necessary, the following RAO will pertain to the contingent action: 

a. Prevent inhalation exposures by humans to indoor air containing asbestos fibers above levels 
that pose an unacceptable risk for residential use. 

 
The selected remedy consists of the following actions:  
 

• Excavate most contaminated materials (in surface and subsurface soils) on privately-owned and receiver-
managed parcels. 

• Install a visible marker layer to denote the extent of contaminated material excavated on each parcel. 
• Cap remaining soils with clean soils thick enough to break the soil-to-air exposure pathway for any 

residual ACM or asbestos fibers in the soils. The caps will also keep ACM from migrating to the surface 
through natural processes such as frost heave or erosion. Caps on OU1 will include on-site repositories, 
soil caps, and existing structures, such as buildings, driveways and roads. 

• Consolidate and place excavated contaminated material in on-site ACM repositories. 
• Cap on-site repositories with clean soil thick enough to break the soil-to-air exposure pathway and to keep 

contaminated materials from migrating to the surface through natural processes such as frost heave or 
erosion. Implement access controls as necessary to protect the repositories. 

• Apply institutional controls to the entire Site to prevent disruption of residual contamination and 
consolidated material in the on-site repositories. 

• Conduct maintenance with ongoing monitoring (inspections and sampling) so capped areas are 
maintained and not damaged, exposure does not occur, and caps remain protective. 

• Contingency: The selected remedy includes a contingency for interior cleaning, if necessary. After 
excavation and capping are completed, indoor air and dust sampling will be conducted inside OU1 
residences. 

 
Rather than establish a chemical-specific cleanup level, the ROD concluded that remedial action is needed for all 
locations with known ACM contamination to address current and future risks from asbestos. EPA signed an 
Explanation of Significant Differences (ESD) in 2019 to change the allowable arsenic level to site-specific 
background in OU1 soils of 12 mg/kg.  

,  
Status of Implementation 
 
Although the selected remedy for ACM would also address exposure risks from soil arsenic, a site-specific 
arsenic background study was performed in 2011 and demonstrated that the soil arsenic concentrations at OU1 
were below natural background concentrations. As noted above a site-specific background level was documented 
in an ESD in 2019. 
 
Between July 2016 and December 2018, contractors completed the OU1 remedial action. Contractors excavated a 
minimum of two feet and up to a maximum of four feet of ACM and contaminated soil from the entire area of 
OU1 with limited exceptions (i.e., beneath house footprints). Additional areas of ACM were identified outside of 
the OU1 footprint and were also excavated (Figure 1). In areas were ACM was present after reaching excavation 
depth, a marker barrier consisting of oversized rock and an orange liner was installed. At least two feet of clean 
soil was placed over excavated areas as a protective cap. The cap surface was vegetated, paved, or restored to the 
original use (e.g., concrete sidewalk, gravel drive, or deck) As part of the remedial work, the contractors also 
prepared as-built drawings for each property.   
 
Contractors placed the excavated ACM and contaminated soil in two on-site repositories, and covered them with 
protective caps (see Figure 2). These repositories are the Memorial Park Repository (on Parcel MBK-D and 
Parcel L) and the Swimming Pool Repository (on Parcels AG, MBK-E, AL, and portions of Parcels AI, BL and 
Y). See Figure 3 and Appendix D for a full list of parcels. Contractors relocated Memorial Park onto an area of 
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Parcel AG that was outside of the repository footprint. The park was relocated to utilize and enhance existing 
stormwater conveyance infrastructure present at the former park location.   
 
A surface pickup of ACM was completed along a service road south of the excavation on Parcel MBK-F during 
RA construction. ACM found at this location included several isolated pieces along the road surface. EPA 
determined that asbestos along the service road was surficial and did not require excavation.  
 
As specified in the RAOs, the Site’s remedy includes an indoor air contingency. At the time of the ROD, no 
remedial action was needed for exposure to indoor air because potential risks to residents were estimated to be 7 x 
10-7, which is below EPA’s risk range of 1 x 10-6 to 1 x 10-4 and ODEQ’s risk level of 1 x 10-6. The ROD stated 
that, after excavation and capping, contractors would sample indoor air and dust for asbestos at each OU1 
residence. The ROD stated that, if this sampling found risk levels exceeding 1 x 10-4, EPA would invoke a 
contingency for indoor cleaning of the affected residence(s). As cleanup progressed, EPA conducted additional 
post excavation sampling to determine whether the indoor air contingency would be invoked. The results of the 
sampling indicated that the indoor air did not exceed risk levels at any of the properties and therefore the indoor 
contingency was not invoked. Results of the indoor air sampling are discussed in the Data Review section of this 
document and in Appendix L.  
 
In 2020, EPA and ODEQ conducted a joint inspection after remedial action construction. The inspection observed 
two issues of concern: a resident violated property institutional controls on Parcel O and the remedial project 
manager found a lack of established vegetation on Parcel AG. These issues are pending resolution by EPA and 
DEQ as of the time of this report. Ongoing monitoring of vegetation and property owner compliance with 
institutional controls will continue through annual site inspections to be performed by the State during O&M. 
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Institutional Control (IC) Review 
 
Institutional controls at the Site minimize risks posed by ACM and contaminated soil present under the caps and 
ensure that the cap remains protective. These controls allow for current land use activities but restrict uses that 
could damage caps, liners and on-site repositories. All but one property within OU1 are subject to institutional 
controls.  
 
There are four institutional control instrument types used at the Site and they are implemented based on property 
type (Table D-1 and Table 1): 
 

• Proprietary Controls 
o Easement & Equitable Servitudes: Each private property (except Parcel BQ) where excavation 

was performed is subject to an Easement & Equitable Servitudes (EES) filed with Klamath 
County. The EES grants ODEQ and EPA the right to enter and inspect the property and, if 
necessary, to conduct investigation, removal, and remedial measures and inspections. Each EES 
also includes engineering controls and earthwork restrictions (see Appendix J for an example).  

o EESs on properties with stormwater conveyance features (e.g., culverts, surface channels, or inlet 
structures) also include the requirement for property owners to routinely maintain stormwater 
features to preserve stormwater conveyance capacity. The owners also may not alter, impede, or 
restrict the flow of stormwater conveyed by these features.   

o EES on the ACM and asbestos contaminated soil repositories and on the former barrack solid 
waste repository prohibit building on the footprint of repositories. 

o EES on Parcels MBK-A and MBK-B prohibit building. Building on Parcel MBK-C is limited to 
one, non-residential use, slab on grade not to exceed 30 feet by 40 feet.  
 Additional post excavation testing was performed on Parcel BQ. This testing 

demonstrated the asbestos contamination was removed and the parcel meets RAOs 
without the use of engineering controls (i.e., protective cap) or institutional controls. 

• Governmental Controls 
o Earthwork Notification and Reporting Form: Property owners or contractors are required to 

submit an Earthwork Notification and Reporting Form to ODEQ prior to any action that will or 
likely will penetrate the protective cap. This notification is separate from other city and county 
permits. This institutional control also establishes requirements for personal protective 
equipment; temporary and permanent engineering controls; and potentially-contaminated soil 
handling, storage and disposal procedures. 

• Informational Devices 
o Notification of Environmental Contamination: Demolition of barrack buildings did not occur in 

the Thicket Court area of OU1, except on Parcel BO. However, abandoned underground steam 
pipes encased in friable asbestos-containing pipe wrap are present as ACM on these properties. 
Left undisturbed the ACM do not pose a risk to human health or the environment. A Notice of 
Environmental Contamination was filed with Klamath County on all Thicket Court properties 
(except Parcel BO which has an EES) to provide notice of the ACM and of the requirement for an 
Oregon licensed asbestos abatement contractor to be utilized if the abandoned pipes are disturbed.  

• Community and Contractor Awareness 
o The Community and Contractor Awareness Program, a long-term community education and 

awareness program to be administered by ODEQ, was established by EPA and ODEQ to promote 
community involvement and develop and maintain awareness of engineering and institutional 
controls at the Site.  
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Systems Operations/Operation and Maintenance (O&M) 
 
EPA approved the O&M Plan in 2020; the plan describes activities to maintain the effectiveness of the remedy, 
including inspection and maintenance of the cap; maintenance of vegetation, paved surfaces, conveyance features 
and the on-site repository; and enforcement of institutional controls. 
 
During the O&M phase, the Site’s stakeholders have the following O&M responsibilities:  
 

• EPA is responsible for oversight of O&M activities performed by ODEQ for the life of the expected 
O&M period.  

• ODEQ is responsible for conducing annual inspections to monitor the condition of the site-wide 
protective cap and repositories, IC compliance, and enforcement.  

• Klamath County is responsible for enforcing local regulations and bylaws and maintaining municipal 
infrastructure (e.g., roads, ditches and culverts) in county rights-of-way. 

• Property owners are responsible for being good stewards of their property, including complying with all 
institutional controls (i.e., EES, Notice of Environmental Contamination), maintaining the cap, and 
reporting any observed or potential issues. 

o Property owners are responsible for informing anyone who may breach the cap, such as landscape 
contractors, of the potential presence of asbestos and are responsible for informing ODEQ, 
through a formal notification process, of any work that may impact the cap. Property owners must 
also provide ODEQ with access to their property for inspection of the caps in accordance with the 
EES. 

• Contractors and utility companies (including the City of Klamath Falls) performing work within the Site 
boundary, including the rights-of-way, are responsible for notifying ODEQ of the work to be performed, 
especially when excavation work is expected to breach the caps (e.g., waterline repair).  

 
III. PROGRESS SINCE THE PREVIOUS REVIEW 
 
This is the first FYR for the Site. 
 
 IV. FIVE-YEAR REVIEW PROCESS 
 
Community Notification, Community Involvement and Site Interviews 
 
EPA published a public notice through a press release on December 9, 2020 (see Appendix I). The notice stated 
that the FYR was underway and invited the public to submit any comments to EPA. The results of the review and 
the report will be made available at the Site’s information repository, the EPA Region 10 Superfund Record 
Center, located at 1200 6th Avenue, Suite 155, Seattle, Washington 98101. They can also be contacted by email at 
R10 SF Records Center@epa.gov. 
 
During the FYR process, EPA conducted interviews to document any perceived problems or successes with the 
remedy that has been implemented to date. Skeo, on behalf of EPA, sent emails to all property owners with an 
interview questionnaire and contact information should a phone interview be preferred. Two responses were 
received (Appendix E). Respondents noted no issues with the Site. One response indicated potential confusion on 
whether ICs applied to the respondent’s property on Parcel BQ. EPA has followed up with the respondent to 
clarify that ICs do not apply. 
 
Data Review 
 
Post Excavation Indoor Air Sampling 
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Per the contingency for indoor air in the ROD, contractors conducted activity-based sampling after simulating 
typical activities that would generate dust in a home, such a cleaning. Analysis of activity-based samples tested 
airborne particulates for asbestos fibers. Longer-term stationary samples were also collected. An initial test case 
evaluated the sample flow rates and procedures. After success of the test case, contractors completed home 
sampling as excavation progressed. All samples were below the post-remediation action levels of 0.001 phase-
contrast microscopy equivalent (PCME) fibers per cubic centimeter (f/cc) for stationary samples (maximum 
detection of 0.0006 PCME f/cc at parcels AP, F and R) and below the 0.1 PCME f/cc for activity-based samples 
(maximum detection of 0.0298 at parcel AP). Results of sampling are included in Appendix L.  
 
Site Inspection 
 
EPA remedial project manager Robert Tan and ODEQ O&M Site Manager Katie Daugherty conducted the site 
inspection on September 30, 2020. Appendix F includes the site inspection checklist and Appendix G includes the 
site inspection photographs.  
 
The inspection found that the caps and on-site repositories are functioning as intended. The inspection identified 
some items of concern, most of which are minor and do not require repair at this time; these include minor rills, 
stressed or dead newly-planted trees, partially-blocked stormwater conveyances, and minor animal damage to 
caps. The inspection also brought to light the following issues: 
 

• Parcel AK/Old Fort Road/Scott Valley Drive - Gullies are forming at the intersection and running into the 
ditch below Parcel AK.   

• Parcel AM/Old Fort Road - A gully and several rills are forming and draining into the ditch below Parcel 
AM. Additionally, soil settling is not considered significant at this time but should be monitored.   

• Antenna Road (Surface Pick Up Area) - A piece of ACM was found in the roadway at Antenna Road. It 
was placed in a sample container and removed.   

• Parcel AQ - Rills and gullies were found draining to the drainage ditch along Old Fort Road. 
• Parcel BM - Soil along the eastern edge of the cap/slope is settling, creating a difference of 2 to 4 inches 

between the cap and the native grade. 
• Parcel BP - Two gullies as deep as 12 inches were found on the eastern part of the property.   
• Parcel C - Gullies more than 6 inches deep are forming. 
• Parcel MBK-G - Owner was informed of ACM siding on the ground surface. Confirmation of ACM and 

possible repair to the rills and gully are considered significant findings; however, the ACM would be the 
responsibility of the owner.   

• North Ridge Drive, Old Fort Road, Scott Valley Drive, and Thicket Court - There are obstructed culverts 
throughout the Site. Each individual culvert obstruction is insignificant, but the collective issue is 
considered significant and should be evaluated. At the time of this report, the State was working with 
Klamath County to clean the culverts of accumulated runoff material.  

• Parcel O - Gullies and the clearing of vegetation for potential installation of a pond is considered a 
significant finding.   

• Parcel S - A gully was found on the eastern part of the property.   
• Swimming Pool Repository (Parcels AG, MBK-E, AL, AI, BL and Y) - Several rills and a rill that 

transitions to a gully were noted on the slope of the repository. 
• Parcel WWTP - Several slopes have had significant erosion or excavation undertaken. Additionally, there 

are vehicle ruts as deep as 1 foot on parts of the dirt cap. 
 
These findings will continue to be monitored through future annual site inspections conducted by the State during 
O&M.  
 
One major finding was the violation of institutional controls on Parcel O, where the property owner excavated 
greater than 2 feet below ground surface to construct a pond. ODEQ and the property owner determined that the 
violation resulted from a misunderstanding about the notification process property owners must follow before 
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digging under the protective cap (greater than 2 feet below ground surface); see Appendix H – Supporting 
Documentation. The ODEQ, with input from EPA, has now developed a new informational fact sheet for site 
residents (Appendix K). Further resolution of the Parcel O violation is pending as of the time of this review.  
 
EPA also noted part of Parcel AG, located within the Memorial Park, where vegetation has not become 
established. Vegetative growth is also impeded above the Memorial Park Repository, where surplus woodchips 
from remedial construction were distributed. Vegetation is an important element of the remedy and is needed to 
prevent erosion of the cap.  
 
V. TECHNICAL ASSESSMENT 
 
QUESTION A:  Is the remedy functioning as intended by the decision documents? 
 
Yes, the review of decision documents, support documentation and the site inspection indicate the remedy is 
functioning as intended. ACM and asbestos contaminated soil were excavated to a minimum depth of 2 feet and a 
maximum depth of 4 feet, backfilled with at least 2 feet of clean soil, capped and revegetated or resurfaced to 
restore the properties for residential use. Excavated ACM and asbestos contaminated soils were placed in the two 
on-site repositories. The completed remedial action prevents human inhalation of asbestos fibers that pose an 
unacceptable risk for residential use. The remedial action also prevents the migration of asbestos contamination to 
unaffected locations and media. 
 
O&M inspections and procedures will formally begin in 2021 and will ensure effectiveness. Although occurring 
prior to the completion of construction, ODEQ completed a preliminary annual inspection in September 2020. A 
number of issues related to vegetation and stormwater features were noted during the September 2020 FYR site 
inspection. At the time of this report, EPA and the State were in the process of addressing these issues. It is 
expected that many of these types of issues would be identified and addressed as part of routine O&M activities 
being conducted at the site. The exception is on Parcel O, where the inspection found that the property owner 
excavated greater than 2 feet below ground surface to construct a pond. This activity represents a violation of the 
institutional controls. Institutional controls are in place on the caps to prevent site uses that are incompatible with 
the selected remedy. The ROD indicated that all affected parcels within the boundary of OU1 should be subject to 
institutional controls, access controls, or both. There are no access controls required on the Site. There are several 
institutional controls on site that have been implemented (Appendix D). The Site’s institutional controls on the 
Site have been mostly successful. However, as noted above and illustrated by soil excavation at Parcel O by the 
resident, the notification process for digging below the caps might not be clear. The new informational awareness 
fact sheet (Appendix K) and community outreach has been implemented as a result and will improve the 
community’s knowledge of institutional controls and their requirements.   
 
QUESTION B:  Are the exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels and RAOs used at the time of the 
remedy selection still valid? 
 
Yes. The exposure assumptions, toxicity data, cleanup levels and RAOs used at the time of remedy selection are 
still valid. As the ROD did not define chemical-specific cleanup levels, the completion of remedial action satisfies 
the RAOs. The RAOs for arsenic contaminated soils near the former power plant were achieved by excavation 
and placement in a capped onsite repository as part of the site final remedy and the site specific background level 
of arsenic was set in the 2019 ESD and has not changed. The indoor air contingency RAO was not invoked, as all 
samples were below EPA’s risk range of 1 x 10-6 to 1 x 10-4 and ODEQ’s risk level of 1 x 10-6 for asbestos.   
 
QUESTION C:  Has any other information come to light that could call into question the protectiveness of the 
remedy? 
 
No other information has come to light that could call into question the protectiveness of the remedy. 
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APPENDIX C – SITE BACKGROUND 
  
North Ridge Estates is a residential subdivision about 3 miles north of Klamath Falls, in Klamath County, 
Oregon. The Site is contaminated with ACM resulting from the improper demolition of about 80 military barracks 
buildings initially built in the 1940s. OU1 is on Old Fort Road and North Ridge Drive and covers about 125 acres.  
 
Marine Recuperation Barracks (1944 to 1946) 
 
The Site was originally developed in 1944 as a facility to treat Marines suffering from tropical diseases contracted 
during World War II. The base was active from April 1944 to February 1946. In March 1946, the Navy declared 
the entire 745 acres surplus property.  
 
The Marine Recuperation Barracks (MRB) was composed of 82 buildings, including a sewage treatment plant, 
horse stables, warehouse, brig, medical officers’ quarters, animal hospital, dependent hospital, post exchange, 
auditorium, gymnasium, swimming pool, fire house, mess hall, dispensary, laboratory, laundry, bakery, 
maintenance garage, bachelors’ quarters, central power plant, library and 30 barracks. Most of the buildings were 
constructed between Old Fort Road and the present-day North Ridge Drive. Many of the materials used for 
improvements on the Site contained asbestos, such as siding, roofing, floor tiles and steam pipe insulation.  
 
MRB buildings still standing today include a warehouse (Parcel MBK-G), the former brig (Parcel BM), which has 
been renovated into a five-unit apartment building, and several residences on Thicket Court used as officers’ 
quarters and later as faculty housing by the Oregon Technical Institute (OTI). Old concrete foundations for many 
of the other former MRB buildings were removed or buried during remedial action.  
 
Oregon Technical Institute (1947 to 1964)  
 
The state of Oregon acquired the property in October 1947 to be used for the OTI (now known as the Oregon 
Institute of Technology). During OTI’s occupancy of the Site, six structures were demolished. It is believed that 
material from the demolition of these structures was used by the OTI Superintendent of Facilities to repair and 
maintain other buildings on site. Two new buildings were built next to the maintenance garage during OTI 
occupancy. OTI moved from the Site in May 1964, having added seven new buildings and acquired 40 additional 
acres of land.  
 
General Services Administration (1964 to 1965)  
 
Ownership of the Site was transferred to the General Services Administration (GSA) in December 1964 when 
OTI left the property. An inspection conducted by GSA in July 1964 showed the Site to be virtually intact; 
however, some buildings had fallen into disuse and were shuttered and boarded.  
 
Private Ownership (1965 to 1977)  
 
In 1965, a partnership of private individuals purchased the property from GSA. This private partnership owned 
the property until 1977. It is reported that while this partnership owned the Site, the owners stripped the vacant 
buildings of salvageable materials such as equipment, furnishings, copper and wood. At least 22 buildings were 
demolished while this partnership owned the property.  
 
MBK Ownership (1977 to 2006)  
 
In December 1977, MBK purchased the property for development. In 1993, Klamath County approved 
subdivision plans, and construction of homes began later that year. MBK sold properties in the subdivision from 
1994 until 2002.  
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APPENDIX F – SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST  
 

FIVE-YEAR REVIEW SITE INSPECTION CHECKLIST 
 

I.  SITE INFORMATION 
 

Site Name: North Ridge Estates Date of Inspection: 9/30/2020 

Location and Region: Klamath Falls, OR  EPA ID: ORN001002476 
Agency, Office or Company Leading the Five-Year 
Review: EPA Weather/Temperature: 80°F/clear 

Remedy Includes:  (Check all that apply) 
 Landfill cover/containment    Monitored natural attenuation 
 Access controls     Groundwater containment 
 Institutional controls       Vertical barrier walls 
 Groundwater pump and treatment 
 Surface water collection and treatment 
 Other:       

Attachments:  Inspection team roster attached   Site map attached 

II.  INTERVIEWS (check all that apply) 
1.  O&M Site Manager    Katie Daugherty – ODEQ 

Name 
Project Manager 
Title 

9/30/2020 
Date 

Interviewed   at site   at office   by phone    Phone:        
Problems, suggestions  Report attached:  
 
- APEX Draft O&M Inspection Report 9/28/20 
- Parcel O – Notification and Summary of Issue (9.23.20 email) 
- Summary of Site Walk (9.30.email) 
- NRE Veg Walk 20200930 Area Delineations 

2.  O&M Staff                       NA 
Name 

      
Title 

      
Date 

 Interviewed   at site   at office   by phone    Phone:        
 Problems/suggestions  Report attached:       

3. Local Regulatory Authorities and Response Agencies (i.e., state and tribal offices, emergency 
response office, police department, office of public health or environmental health, zoning office, 
recorder of deeds, or other city and county offices). Fill in all that apply. 

 
Agency       
Contact       

Name 
      
Title 

      
Date 

      
Phone No. 

Problems/suggestions  Report attached:       
 
Agency       
Contact      Name       

Title 
      
Date 

      
Phone No. 

Problems/suggestions  Report attached:       
 
Agency       
Contact       

Name 
      
Title 

      
Date 

       
Phone No. 

Problems/suggestions  Report attached:       
 
Agency       
Contact                         
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Name Title Date Phone No. 
Problems/suggestions  Report attached:       
 
Agency       
Contact       

Name 
      
Title 

      
Date 

      
Phone No. 

Problems/suggestions  Report attached:       
 

4. Other Interviews (optional)   Report attached:       

      

      

III.  ONSITE DOCUMENTS AND RECORDS VERIFIED  (check all that apply) 

1. O&M Documents 

 O&M manual   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

 As-built drawings  Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

 Maintenance logs  Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

Remarks: Site has not moved to O&M (anticipated spring, 2021). 
 

2. Site-Specific Health and Safety Plan  Readily available        Up to date         N/A 

 Contingency plan/emergency response plan
  

 Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

Remarks: No on-site personnel/work to take place during O&M. Contingency/emergency response 
protocol is included in the Oregon North Ridge Estates O&M Plan. 

 

3. O&M and OSHA Training Records  Readily available        Up to date         N/A 

Remarks:       
 

4. Permits and Service Agreements 

 Air discharge permit   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

 Effluent discharge  Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

 Waste disposal, POTW  Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

 Other permits:        Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

5. Gas Generation Records  Readily available        Up to date         N/A 

Remarks:       
 

6. Settlement Monument Records  Readily available        Up to date         N/A 

Remarks:       
 

7. Groundwater Monitoring Records   Readily available        Up to date         N/A 

Remarks:       
 

8. Leachate Extraction Records  Readily available        Up to date         N/A 

Remarks:       
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9. Discharge Compliance Records  

 Air   Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

 Water (effluent)  Readily available  Up to date  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

10. Daily Access/Security Logs  Readily available        Up to date         N/A 

Remarks:       
 

IV.  O&M COSTS 

1. O&M Organization 

 State in-house  Contractor for state 

 PRP in-house  Contractor for PRP 

 Federal facility in-house  Contractor for Federal facility 

       
 

2. O&M Cost Records  

 Readily available  Up to date 

 Funding mechanism/agreement in place         Unavailable 

Original O&M cost estimate:         Breakdown attached 

Total annual cost by year for review period if available 

From:       
                          Date 

To:       
       Date 

      
Total cost 

 Breakdown attached 

From:       
                          Date 

To:       
       Date 

      
Total cost 

 Breakdown attached 

From:       
                          Date 

To:       
       Date 

      
Total cost 

 Breakdown attached 

From:       
                          Date 

To:       
       Date 

      
Total cost 

 Breakdown attached 

From:       
                         Date 

To:       
        Date 

      
Total cost 

 Breakdown attached 

 

3. Unanticipated or Unusually High O&M Costs during Review Period 
 Describe costs and reasons:  N/A - Site has not entered into O&M. 

V.  ACCESS AND INSTITUTIONAL CONTROLS    Applicable    N/A 

A.  Fencing 

1. Fencing Damaged  Location shown on site map       Gates secured       N/A 
 Remarks: Repository fencing damaged in two sections. EA will repair before the Site moves into O&M. 

B.  Other Access Restrictions 

1. Signs and Other Security Measures   Location shown on site map  N/A 
 Remarks:       
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C.  Institutional Controls (ICs) 

1. Implementation and Enforcement 
Site conditions imply ICs not properly implemented    Yes      No  N/A 

Site conditions imply ICs not being fully enforced    Yes      No  N/A 

Type of monitoring (e.g., self-reporting, drive by): ICs evaluated during State's annual O&M evaluation. 
Violation of ICs at Parcel O were reported to the State by private resident. 
Frequency: Annual 
Responsible party/agency: State 

Contact Kathleen Daugherty Project Manager 09/22/2020 503-229-6748 

 Name Title Date Phone no. 

Reporting is up to date  Yes  No N/A 

Reports are verified by the lead agency  Yes  No  N/A 

Specific requirements in deed or decision documents have been 
met 

 Yes  No  N/A 

Violations have been reported  Yes  No  N/A 

Other problems or suggestions:   Report attached 

 
 

2. Adequacy  ICs are adequate   ICs are inadequate   N/A 

Remarks:       

D.  General 

1. Vandalism/Trespassing  Location shown on site map   No vandalism evident 
Remarks:       

2. Land Use Changes On Site   N/A 

Remarks: Pond installation on Parcel O currently pending resolution. 

3. Land Use Changes Off Site   N/A 
Remarks:       

VI.  GENERAL SITE CONDITIONS 

A.  Roads      Applicable     N/A 

1. Roads Damaged   Location shown on site map  Roads adequate  N/A 
Remarks:       

B.  Other Site Conditions 

Remarks:       

VII.  LANDFILL COVERS      Applicable    N/A 

A.  Landfill Surface 

1. Settlement (low spots)  Location shown on site map  Settlement not evident 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks:       
 



F-5 
 

2. Cracks  Location shown on site map  Cracking not evident 

Lengths:       Widths:       Depths:       

Remarks:       
 

3. Erosion  Location shown on site map  Erosion not evident 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks:       
 

4. Holes  Location shown on site map  Holes not evident 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks:       
 

5. Vegetative Cover  Grass  Cover properly established 

 No signs of stress  Trees/shrubs (indicate size and locations on a diagram) 

Remarks: Vegation issues noted at Memorial Park/Parcel AG. 
 

6. Alternative Cover (e.g., armored rock, concrete)  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

7. Bulges  Location shown on site map  Bulges not evident 

Area extent:       Height:       

Remarks:       
 

8. Wet Areas/Water Damage
  

 Wet areas/water damage not evident 

 Wet areas  Location shown on site map Area extent:       

 Ponding  Location shown on site map Area extent:       

 Seeps  Location shown on site map Area extent:       

 Soft subgrade  Location shown on site map Area extent:       

Remarks:       
 

9. Slope Instability  Slides  Location shown on site map 

 No evidence of slope instability 

Area extent:       

Remarks:       
 

B.  Benches   Applicable  N/A 
(Horizontally constructed mounds of earth placed across a steep landfill side slope to interrupt the slope in 
order to slow down the velocity of surface runoff and intercept and convey the runoff to a lined channel.) 

1. Flows Bypass Bench  Location shown on site map  N/A or okay 

Remarks:       
 

2. Bench Breached  Location shown on site map  N/A or okay 

Remarks:       
 

3. Bench Overtopped  Location shown on site map  N/A or okay 

Remarks:       
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C.  Letdown Channels   Applicable  N/A 
(Channel lined with erosion control mats, riprap, grout bags or gabions that descend down the steep side 
slope of the cover and will allow the runoff water collected by the benches to move off of the landfill 
cover without creating erosion gullies.) 

1. Settlement (Low spots)  Location shown on site map  No evidence of settlement 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks:       
 

2. Material Degradation  Location shown on site map  No evidence of degradation 

Material type:       Area extent:       

Remarks:       
 

3. Erosion  Location shown on site map  No evidence of erosion 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks:       
 

4. Undercutting  Location shown on site map  No evidence of undercutting 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks:       
 

5. Obstructions Type:        No obstructions 

 Location shown on site map Area extent:       

Size:       

Remarks:       
 

6. Excessive Vegetative Growth Type:       

 No evidence of excessive growth 

 Vegetation in channels does not obstruct flow 

 Location shown on site map Area extent:       

Remarks:       
 

D.  Cover Penetrations   Applicable  N/A 

1. Gas Vents  Active  Passive 

 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 

 Evidence of leakage at penetration  Needs maintenance  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

2. Gas Monitoring Probes 

 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 

 Evidence of leakage at penetration  Needs maintenance  N/A 

Remarks:       
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3. Monitoring Wells (within surface area of landfill) 

 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 

 Evidence of leakage at penetration  Needs maintenance  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

4. Extraction Wells Leachate  

 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 

 Evidence of leakage at penetration  Needs maintenance  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

5. Settlement Monuments  Located  Routinely surveyed  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

E.  Gas Collection and Treatment               Applicable    N/A 

1. Gas Treatment Facilities 

 Flaring  Thermal destruction  Collection for reuse 

 Good condition  Needs maintenance 

Remarks:       
 

2. Gas Collection Wells, Manifolds and Piping 

 Good condition  Needs maintenance 

Remarks:       
 

3. Gas Monitoring Facilities (e.g., gas monitoring of adjacent homes or buildings) 

 Good condition  Needs maintenance  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

F.  Cover Drainage Layer   Applicable  N/A 

1. Outlet Pipes Inspected  Functioning  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

2. Outlet Rock Inspected  Functioning  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

G.  Detention/Sedimentation Ponds  Applicable   N/A 

1. Siltation Area extent:       Depth:        N/A 

 Siltation not evident 

Remarks:       
 

2. Erosion Area extent:       Depth:       

 Erosion not evident 

Remarks:       
 

3. Outlet Works  Functioning  N/A 

Remarks:       
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4. Dam  Functioning  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

H.  Retaining Walls   Applicable  N/A 

1. Deformations  Location shown on site map  Deformation not evident 

Horizontal displacement:       Vertical displacement:       

Rotational displacement:       

Remarks:       
 

2. Degradation  Location shown on site map  Degradation not evident 

Remarks:       
 

I.  Perimeter Ditches/Off-Site Discharge   Applicable  N/A 

1. Siltation  Location shown on site map  Siltation not evident 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks: Sediment buildup observed in drainage culverts sitewide. State to discuss cleaning with 
County. 

 

2. Vegetative Growth  Location shown on site map  N/A 

 Vegetation does not impede flow 

Area extent:       Type:       

Remarks:       
 

3. Erosion  Location shown on site map  Erosion not evident 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks:       
 

4. Discharge Structure  Functioning  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

VIII.  VERTICAL BARRIER WALLS         Applicable     N/A 

1. Settlement  Location shown on site map  Settlement not evident 

Area extent:       Depth:       

Remarks:       
 

2. Performance Monitoring Type of monitoring:       

 Performance not monitored 

Frequency:        Evidence of breaching 

Head differential:       

Remarks:       
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IX.  GROUNDWATER/SURFACE WATER REMEDIES     Applicable       N/A 

A.  Groundwater Extraction Wells, Pumps and Pipelines   Applicable  N/A 

1. Pumps, Wellhead Plumbing and Electrical 

 Good condition  All required wells properly operating  Needs maintenance  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

2. Extraction System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes and Other Appurtenances 

 Good condition  Needs maintenance 

Remarks:       
 

3. Spare Parts and Equipment 

 Readily available  Good condition  Requires upgrade  Needs to be provided 

Remarks:       
 

B.  Surface Water Collection Structures, Pumps and Pipelines  Applicable  N/A 

1. Collection Structures, Pumps and Electrical 

 Good condition  Needs maintenance 

Remarks:       
 

2. Surface Water Collection System Pipelines, Valves, Valve Boxes and Other Appurtenances 

 Good condition  Needs maintenance 

Remarks:       
 

3. Spare Parts and Equipment 

 Readily available  Good condition  Requires upgrade  Needs to be provided 

Remarks:       
 

C.  Treatment System   Applicable  N/A 

1. Treatment Train (check components that apply) 

 Metals removal  Oil/water separation  Bioremediation 

 Air stripping  Carbon adsorbers  

 Filters:       

 Additive (e.g., chelation agent, flocculent):       

 Others:       

 Good condition  Needs maintenance 

 Sampling ports properly marked and functional 

 Sampling/maintenance log displayed and up to date 

 Equipment properly identified 

 Quantity of groundwater treated annually:       

 Quantity of surface water treated annually:       

Remarks:       
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2. Electrical Enclosures and Panels (properly rated and functional) 

 N/A  Good condition  Needs maintenance 

Remarks:       
 

3. Tanks, Vaults, Storage Vessels 

 N/A  Good 
condition 

 Proper secondary containment  Needs maintenance 

Remarks:       
 

4. Discharge Structure and Appurtenances 

 N/A  Good condition  Needs maintenance 

Remarks:       
 

5. Treatment Building(s) 

 N/A  Good condition (esp. roof and doorways)   Needs repair 

 Chemicals and equipment properly stored 

Remarks:       
 

6. Monitoring Wells (pump and treatment remedy) 

 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 

 All required wells located   Needs maintenance           N/A 

Remarks:       
 

D. Monitoring Data                                 Applicable  N/A 

1. Monitoring Data  

 Is routinely submitted on time  Is of acceptable quality 
 

2. Monitoring Data Suggests:  

 Groundwater plume is effectively contained   Contaminant concentrations are declining 
 

E.  Monitored Natural Attenuation        Applicable       N/A     
1. Monitoring Wells (natural attenuation remedy) 

 Properly secured/locked  Functioning  Routinely sampled  Good condition 

 All required wells located  Needs maintenance  N/A 

Remarks:       
 

X.  OTHER REMEDIES 
If there are remedies applied at the site and not covered above, attach an inspection sheet describing the physical 
nature and condition of any facility associated with the remedy. An example would be soil vapor extraction. 

XI.  OVERALL OBSERVATIONS 
A. Implementation of the Remedy 

Describe issues and observations relating to whether the remedy is effective and functioning as designed.  
Begin with a brief statement of what the remedy is designed to accomplish (e.g., to contain contaminant 
plume, minimize infiltration and gas emissions). 
The OU1 remedial action objectives are outlined in Section 8 of the North Ridge Estates Operable Unit 1 
Record of Decision (2011). These include actions: 
 
1. Prevent inhalation exposures by humans to asbestos fibers in soil above levels that pose an 

unacceptable risk for residential use.  
2. Prevent the migration of asbestos contamination by natural and man-made transport mechanisms 

from source locations to unimpacted locations and media. 
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3. Prevent the potential for human inhalation and incidental ingestion exposure to soil in the vicinity of 
the former power plant contaminated with arsenic concentrations above levels that pose an 
unacceptable risk to human health. 
 
These RAOs are achieved in the ROD through the excavation and on-site storage of contaminated 
soil and backfill with imported clean material. Contaminated material is stored on site in two separate 
engineered repositories. Clean fill present on the rest of the Site is intended to serve as a protective 
cap inhibiting exposure to potentially-contaminated soil beneath the excavation depth.  
 
The protective cap and on-site repositories are functioning as intended. Violation of the property ICs 
were observed on Parcel O. In coordination with the State and property owner, violation was deemed 
to be a result of confusion on the notification process that property owners must adhere to before 
digging beneath the protective cap (greater than 2 feet below ground surface). As a result, the State, 
with input by EPA, has developed new informational fact sheet to distribute to residents occupying 
the Site. 
 
In addition to the Parcel IC violation, EPA noted a part of parcel AG located within the Memorial 
Park where vegetation had not been established. Vegetative growth is also impeded above the 
Memorial Park Repository where surplus woodchips from remedial construction were distributed. 
Vegetation is an important element of the remedy and is needed to prevent erosion of the protective 
cap. Both of these issues are pending resolution and will be addressed prior to moving the Site into 
O&M.  

B. Adequacy of O&M 
Describe issues and observations related to the implementation and scope of O&M procedures. In 
particular, discuss their relationship to the current and long-term protectiveness of the remedy. 
 
A draft O&M evaluation report was completed by APEX on September 28, 2020, on behalf of ODEQ. 
While the Site has not moved into O&M, this evaluation is consistent with the Final OU1 O&M Plan 
developed by the State, which calls for an annual inspection of the Site. This first evaluation, while not 
required prior to O&M, was conducted to test the O&M process and to help focus the sitewide inspection 
that took place on September 30, 2020.  

 
C. Early Indicators of Potential Remedy Problems 

Describe issues and observations such as unexpected changes in the cost or scope of O&M or a high 
frequency of unscheduled repairs that suggest that the protectiveness of the remedy may be compromised 
in the future.    
 
The primary indication of potential remedy problems is the discovery of on-site excavation on Parcel O by 
the current resident. While this indicates potential issues with the ICs and excavation approval 
requirements, this violation was promptly reported to the State and that the property owner partially 
followed the excavation and State notification requirements; this indicates that this violation was the result 
of the resident misinterpreting the IC language and State instructions rather than intentional or wanton 
violation. To address this in the future, the State has developed an information fact sheet to distribute 
among residents to better clarify IC requirements. EPA has reviewed and provided approval of the draft 
fact sheet as of October 2020. 
 
 

D. Opportunities for Optimization 
Describe possible opportunities for optimization in monitoring tasks or the operation of the remedy. 
NA. 
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APPENDIX G – SITE INSPECTION PHOTOS 
 
 

 
Photo of the Site from Parcel H facing south 

 
 

 
Swimming Pool Repository mulch area 
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Memorial Park fence 

 
 
 

 
Violation of property institutional controls at Parcel O 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 



(b) (6)
(b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6) (b) (6)

(b) (6)

(b) (6) (b) (6)



H-2 
 

 
 
 





J-1

APPENDIX J – EASEMENT & EQUITABLE SERVITUDES 
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